東京医科大における医療安全意識の経年比較分析 by 竹村 敏彦 et al.
363
1
1
2
3
4
2009 6
2011 6
2
5
5 2 2
2
71 4 : 363-375, 2013
24 9 27 25 6 15
:
: 160-0023 6-7-1
TEL : 03-3342-6111 5766 FAX : 03-3342-6291
71 4364
2009 6 2011 6
2
A.
Safety Attitudes Questionnaire1-3
Stanford/PSCI culture survey4 5 Hospital Survey on 
Patient Safety Culture6-8
9-13
13
Stanford/PSCI culture survey
1 5
1 : / 2 :
/ 3 :
4 : / 5 :
/
Singer 5
B.
2
1 2009 6
1
2 2011 6
2
1 2 3,078
: 82.1% 3,693 : 98.5%
2
4 A
B
C 3
C.
1
46
1 1 2
Steal-Dwass
5%
1 2
Stata SE/12.1 KyPlot 
Ver5
2
2
2 : 3652013 10
3
Table 1 Question items
Question item Question item
1 2
3 4
5 6
7 8
9 10
11 12
13 14
15 16
17 18
19 20
21 22
23 24
25 26
27 28
29 30
31 32
33 34
35 36
37 / 38 /
39 / 40 /
41 42
43 / 44
45 46
71 4366
A. 5
46
5 2
3
1
4 0.65
5 0.484
1
2
3
4
5
Shapiro-Francia
4
Table 2 Attributes of respondents
Survey 1 Survey 2
# of respondents 3,078 3,693
A 1,734 57.65% 2,148 58.20%
B 819 27.23% 709 19.21%
C 455 15.13% 834 22.60%
20 1,311 42.59% 1,238 34.35%
30 783 25.44% 1,065 29.55%
40 511 16.60% 731 20.28%
50 473 15.37% 570 15.82%
491 15.95% 635 17.34%
1,692 54.97% 1,739 47.47%
379 12.31% 667 18.21%
516 16.76% 622 16.98%
2,530 84.39% 3,077 87.12%
468 15.61% 455 12.88%
178  5.95% 786 21.52%
2,814 94.05% 2,866 78.48%
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Table 3 Factor analysis
Item No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
Q1 0.007 0.023 0.020 0.466 0.247
Q2 0.133 0.169 0.139 0.139 0.232
Q3 0.049 0.260 0.182 0.357 0.065
Q4 0.071 0.448 0.049 0.091 0.198
Q5 0.116 0.013 0.057 0.236 0.274
Q6 0.067 0.221 0.111 0.047 0.222
Q7 0.137 0.050 0.028 0.435 0.172
Q8 0.022 0.429 0.140 0.146 0.213
Q9 0.052 0.219 0.075 0.212 0.258
Q10 0.026 0.119 0.039 0.049 0.288
Q11 0.011 0.522 0.124 0.031 0.071
Q12 0.156 0.133 0.132 0.087 0.079
Q13 0.095 0.195 0.095 0.504 0.081
Q14 0.005 0.147 0.140 0.054 0.086
Q15 0.029 0.174 0.175 0.454 0.060
Q16 0.163 0.518 0.027 0.020 0.038
Q17 0.189 0.429 0.009 0.074 0.029
Q18 0.086 0.103 0.043 0.005 0.284
Q19 0.032 0.048 0.038 0.415 0.143
Q20 0.077 0.173 0.003 0.238 0.423
Q21 0.037 0.036 0.066 0.122 0.474
Q22 0.165 0.010 0.016 0.058 0.323
Q23 0.273 0.322 0.010 0.078 0.049
Q24 0.223 0.014 0.070 0.008 0.015
Q25 0.044 0.220 0.029 0.497 0.019
Q26 0.259 0.002 0.222 0.140 0.111
Q27 0.106 0.251 0.179 0.081 0.121
Q28 0.159 0.275 0.075 0.263 0.218
Q29 0.383 0.252 0.057 0.015 0.014
Q30 0.190 0.192 0.013 0.094 0.169
Q31 0.190 0.143 0.035 0.235 0.240
Q32 0.320 0.251 0.062 0.252 0.213
Q33 0.026 0.123 0.700 0.075 0.002
Q34 0.026 0.060 0.713 0.128 0.007
Q35 0.266 0.018 0.436 0.065 0.048
Q36 0.184 0.190 0.372 0.042 0.019
Q37 0.586 0.242 0.006 0.042 0.118
Q38 0.623 0.197 0.034 0.078 0.081
Q39 0.309 0.070 0.154 0.351 0.047
Q40 0.479 0.135 0.132 0.202 0.050
Q41 0.675 0.016 0.056 0.017 0.094
Q42 0.650 0.091 0.166 0.081 0.028
Q43 0.639 0.020 0.055 0.095 0.125
Q44 0.634 0.158 0.191 0.002 0.085
Q45 0.729 0.028 0.049 0.018 0.072
Q46 0.448 0.087 0.112 0.278 0.168
Cronback’s 0.846 0.683 0.734 0.660 0.484
 Values represent factor loadings
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Table 4 Multiple comparison 1 Establishment
Establishment A Establishment B Establishment C
Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2
N 1,395 1,862 674 622 363 749
Factor 1 Median 0.058 0.019 0.198 0.292 0.112 0.185
z 2.898 0.741 0.812
Factor 2 Median 0.033 0.017 0.113 0.112 0.108 0.053
z 0.131 0.404 1.080
Factor 3 Median 0.006 0.111 0.060 0.121 0.057 0.108
z 4.412 1.172 1.363
Factor 4 Median 0.084 0.049 0.100 0.041 0.015 0.162
z 4.976 1.014 3.843
Factor 5 Median 0.132 0.148 0.074 0.109 0.095 0.132
z 9.117 4.040 3.828
: p<0.1% : p<1% : p<5%
Table 5 Multiple comparison 2 Job title
Doctor Nurse Clerk Other
Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2
N 418 572 1,375 1,556 266 533 426 551
Factor 1
Median 0.252 0.013 0.165 0.232 0.395 0.222 0.020 0.169
z 3.348 1.613 1.799 2.107
Factor 2
Median 0.192 0.043 0.119 0.054 0.108 0.040 0.073 0.073
z 2.212 1.606 0.385 0.045
Factor 3
Median 0.411 0.513 0.167 0.083 0.075 0.062 0.268 0.258
z 1.811 3.008 1.973 0.987
Factor 4
Median 0.048 0.002 0.084 0.096 0.084 0.234 0.245 0.163
z 1.852 5.633 2.007 1.668
Factor 5
Median 0.095 0.121 0.198 0.044 0.260 0.491 0.064 0.110
z 4.140 7.528 1.877 3.244
: p<0.1% : p<5%
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Table 6 Multiple comparison 3 Generation
20’s 30’s 40’s Over 50
Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2
N 1,077 1,125 673 958 404 633 331 455
Factor 1
Median 0.055 0.128 0.004 0.066 0.028 0.129 0.180 0.229
z 2.230 1.147 1.312 1.039
Factor 2
Median 0.018 0.077 0.043 0.038 0.189 0.126 0.300 0.401
z 0.968 1.204 1.158 1.795
Factor 3
Median 0.344 0.208 0.123 0.117 0.360 0.322 0.430 0.554
z 3.520 0.273 0.751 2.753
Factor 4
Median 0.011 0.202 0.173 0.007 0.131 0.024 0.124 0.085
z 5.562 4.553 2.265 0.819
Factor 5
Median 0.111 0.173 0.181 0.109 0.102 0.114 0.042 0.160
z 8.479 5.993 3.013 2.135
: p<0.1% : p<1% : p<5%
Table 7 Multiple comparison 4 Administrative position/Work pattern
Administrative position Work pattern
No Yes Non-regular Regular
Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2
N 2,040 2,716 386 394 138 650 2,290 2,561
Factor 1
Median 0.032 0.099 0.173 0.229 0.245 0.006 0.041 0.146
z 2.742 0.922 1.849 3.422
Factor 2
Median 0.051 0.001 0.190 0.336 0.195 0.058 0.062 0.039
z 1.187 2.479 2.000 0.230
Factor 3
Median 0.087 0.048 0.574 0.620 0.144 0.152 0.014 0.105
z 5.834 1.486 1.860 3.725
Factor 4
Median 0.052 0.089 0.272 0.230 0.091 0.203 0.080 0.019
z 5.826 0.997 3.573 4.704
Factor 5
Median 0.093 0.125 0.171 0.114 0.107 0.407 0.117 0.067
z 9.106 4.370 3.953 7.397
: p<0.1% : p<1% : p<5%
z
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Table 8 Multiple comparison 5 Establishment
Survey 1 Survey 2
Establishment B Establishment C Establishment B Establishment C
Factor 1
Establishment A 6.958 3.637 5.687 3.619
Establishment B 1.909 2.075
Factor 2
Establishment A 2.491 2.646 1.924 1.920
Establishment B 0.568 0.117
Factor 3
Establishment A 1.350 1.298 0.522 0.083
Establishment B 0.216 0.498
Factor 4
Establishment A 0.101 1.773 2.339 3.748
Establishment B 1.517 4.997
Factor 5
Establishment A 1.459 1.690 0.647 0.357
Establishment B 0.406 0.303
: p<0.1% : p<1%
Table 9 Multiple comparison 6 Job title
Survey 1 Survey 2
Nurse Clerk Other Nurse Clerk Other
Factor 1
Doctor 7.727 1.214 3.545 5.512 2.908 2.985
Nurse 7.432 3.088 8.704 1.698
Clerk 4.055 5.693
Factor 2
Doctor 6.172 3.709 4.211 2.786 2.100 2.381
Nurse 0.434 0.786 0.154 0.196
Clerk 0.147 0.268
Factor 3
Doctor  11.971 6.367 3.124  13.912 8.187 4.607
Nurse 2.619 8.758 4.144 9.136
Clerk 4.051 4.083
Factor 4
Doctor 0.517 2.840 2.953 0.885 3.414 3.628
Nurse 3.935 3.340 3.415 5.620
Clerk 5.628 7.596
Factor 5
Doctor 2.067 6.691 0.849 2.361 6.759 0.180
Nurse 9.613 3.186 10.492 2.131
Clerk 6.219 6.948
: p<0.1% : p<1% : p<5%
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Table 10 Multiple comparison 7 Generation
Survey 1 Survey 2
30’s 40’s Over 50 30’s 40’s Over 50 
Factor 1
20’s  0.680  1.388  1.803 1.406  1.521  1.888
30’s  0.732  1.994  0.217  2.862
40’s  2.299  2.809
Factor 2
20’s  0.782  3.945 5.919 0.233  3.930 10.218
30’s  2.972  4.885 3.397 9.368
40’s  1.992  6.021
Factor 3
20’s 10.970 13.391 13.751 9.084 12.571 17.045
30’s  4.936 6.436 4.635 10.687
40’s  1.842  6.339
Factor 4
20’s  5.325 3.116 3.353 5.534 5.260 6.440
30’s  1.226  0.864  0.306  2.020
40’s  0.312  1.633
Factor 5
20’s  1.505  1.051  3.145 2.805  1.660  0.113
30’s  2.105  4.004 0.717  2.019
40’s  1.784  1.230
: p<0.1% : p<1% : p<5%
Table 11 Multiple comparison 8 Administrative position/work pattern
Administrative position Work pattern
Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 1 Survey 2
Factor 1  2.120  2.165 1.834 2.682
Factor 2  2.349  6.511 2.420 0.500
Factor 3 14.414 13.998 0.534 2.452
Factor 4  4.436 5.810 0.639 5.391
Factor 5  1.216  0.334 3.141  10.038
: p<0.1% : p<1% : p<5%
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Chronological change in medical safety awareness at Tokyo Medical University
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Abstract
In 2009 and 2011, questionnaires were used to assess the degree of intra-hospital awareness of medical safety. The pur-
pose of this study was to investigate change in level of medical safety and its chronology in order to elucidate change in staff 
awareness of this issue based on the results. Five factors were hypothesized to be indicative of awareness of medical 
safety : organizational environmental/reports, care regarding safety, enthusiasm with regard to work, general agreement over 
mistakes, and recognition of mistakes. Multiple comparisons were performed on the results based on attributes such as age and 
job title. The results showed that many of the factors changed, con rming our hypothesis, with the level of “general agreement 
over mistakes”, in particular, showing a decrease over the two-year period investigated. A further multiple comparison of the 
results regarding awareness between each survey revealed that the level of each factor differed among items in many attributes.
For example, we found that the scale of the facility did not affect the degree of awareness of medical safety or safety culture, and 
that there was no difference in awareness among job titles. This indicates that, although medical safety training appears to 
improve awareness of medical safety, it has its limitations. This suggests the importance of medical safety training in determin-
ing the workplace environment.
Key words : Medical safety culture, Medical safety awareness, Chronological change, Nonparametric multiple comparison, 
Factor analysis
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